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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 13 MARCH 1998 


ATTENDANCE 


PRESENT: 


ABSENT: 


Dr. J.W. O’Brien (Speaker); Dr. F. Lowy; Dr. J. Lightstone; Prof. M. 
Danis; Mr. C. Emond; Mr. L. English; Dean M. Anvari; Prof. C. 
Bayne; Dean C. Bédard; Prof. ]. Capobianco; Prof. J. Chaikelson; 
Ms. C. Cogger; Mr. R. Coté; Dean N. Esmail; Prof. C. Giguere; Ms. J. 
Grad; Mr. R. Gupta; Prof. A. Jalilvand; Prof. J. Kalman; Prof. C. 
Lam; Ms. A. Lappos; Prof. L. Larin; Prof. C. MacKenzie; Mr. C. 
Malatesta; Mr. B. Nizzola; Prof. L. Plotek; Prof. H. Poorooshasb; 
Ms. L. Prendergast; Mr. T. Rossi; Prof. L. Roth; Ms. L. Rubinlicht; 
Dean M. Singer; Prof. R. Swedburg; Prof. A. Teffeteller 


Ms. R. Aldworth; Prof. W. Byers; Prof. I. Irvine; Dean C. J ackson; 
Mr. J.-F. Plamondon; Prof. A. Satir; Ms. V. Serruya; Prof. R. 
Tremblay; Ms. M. West; Mr. J. Woodrow 


Documents associated with these Minutes 


US-98-2-D1 Honorary degree nomination from the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science 

US-98-2-D2 Appointments to Senate committees 

US-98-2-D3 Appointments to a Code of Ethics Hearing Panel 

US-98-2-D4 Recommendation to modify the composition of the Council of the Faculty of 
Fine Arts 

US-98-2-D5 Academic Programs Committee recommendations regarding the 
curriculum change process 

US-98-2-D6 L’Université devant l'avenir: Perspectives pour une __ politique 
gouvernementale a Il’égard des universités québécoises, 1998 

US-98-2-D7 Focus document regarding L’Université devant I’avenir 

Call to Order 


98-2-1 Dr. O’Brien called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. The Speaker 
announced that approval of the proposed Student Charter of Rights and 
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Responsibilities would be deferred at the request of the Concordia Student 
Association. It would probably be placed on the Agenda of the 3 April 
Senate meeting. Dr. O’Brien pointed out that a letter from Ms. Christine 
Cogger, identifying a few revisions to the Charter, had been distributed. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LAM, SECONDED BY DEAN ESMAIL, THAT THE 
AGENDA BE APPROVED AS SUBMITTED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


The Speaker indicated that the next item was to be covered in Closed 
Session, and asked non-Senators to leave the room. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes (6 February 1998) 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. POOROOSHASB, SECONDED BY DEAN ANVARI, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 6 FEBRUARY 1998 BE 
APPROVED AS SUBMITTED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Rector 


Dr. Lowy reported as follows: 


(i) The new collective agreement with the Concordia University Part- 
time Faculty Association was to be signed on 16 March 1998. It was 
hoped that the agreement with the Concordia University Faculty 
Association, representing the full-time faculty, would soon be ratified by 
the membership. 


(ii) The University administration at all levels was preoccupied with 
space planning. The Deans’ offices were preparing their Faculty space 
plans for submission to Vice-Rector Emond, in conjunction with non- 
academic staffing plans. Dr. Lowy said he would soon receive the final 
report of the Task Force for the Revitalization of the Loyola Campus. 
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The senior administration was actively seeking ways, both political and 
academic, to finance and facilitate the improvement of Concordia’s 
physical resources. Concordia would shortly submit a five-year plan to the 
Minister of Education. 


(iii) The Rector apologized for inconveniences caused by 
administrative bottlenecks created in the course of downsizing. He hoped 
these would soon be alleviated. 


(iv) On the Rector’s suggestion, Senate adopted a resolution of 
congratulations to the women’s hockey team for their championship 
performance at the first Canadian Interuniversity Athletic Union’s women’s 
hockey tournament, and to the Department of Recreation and Athletics 
for having successfully hosted the games. 


IT WAS MOVED BY RECTOR FRED LOWY, SECONDED BY DEAN MARTIN 
SINGER, THAT SENATE CONGRATULATE THE CONCORDIA STINGERS 
WOMEN’S HOCKEY TEAM, HEAD COACH LES LAWTON, AND ASSISTANT 
COACH JULIE HEALY, FOR THEIR VICTORY AT THE FIRST CIAU 
CHAMPIONSHIP GAMES FOR WOMEN’S HOCKEY, AND 


THAT SENATE EXPRESS ITS THANKS TO THE DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION AND ATHLETICS, AND NUMEROUS 
VOLUNTEERS, WHO MADE THE GAMES POSSIBLE. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Items for Information 


There were no items for information. 


Question Period 


A faculty member reported a significant increase in the volume of 
graduate level applications being received in the Department of Art 
History; she asked if there were funds available to enable the Department 
to take on a greater number of qualified graduate students. 


Dean Bédard of Graduate Studies and Research said that, with 3700 
graduate students, Concordia’s graduate population was the highest ever. 
Dr. Lightstone added that, to date, the student information system had 
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been unable to track graduate applications; for that reason, the Office of 
the Registrar had not been able to compile data on the subject. Dr. 
Lightstone urged faculty to alert their Deans, or himself, about important 
or unusual patterns in graduate applications and admissions. 


Appointments to Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LOWY, SECONDED BY DEAN BEDARD, THAT THE 
APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES SET OUT IN SENATE DOCUMENT 
US-98-2-D2 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Code of Ethics: Appointment of four persons to a hearing panel 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LOWY, SECONDED BY PROF. J ALILVAND, THAT, ON 
THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE, THE 
APPOINTMENTS TO A HEARING PANEL TO BE CONSTITUTED ACCORDING TO 
THE TERMS OF THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY CODE OF ETHICS, AND AS 
SET OUT IN SENATE DOCUMENT US-98-2-D3, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Approval to modify the composition of the Fine Arts Faculty Council 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. PLOTEK, SECONDED BY DEAN SINGER, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, ON 
THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, 
CHANGES IN THE COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL WHICH REFLECT THE 
CREATION OF THE STUDIO ARTS DEPARTMENT: 


(I) THAT THE CHAIR OF THE STUDIO ARTS DEPARTMENT SIT AS AN 
APPOINTED MEMBER, AND THAT SEATS ALLOCATED FOR CHAIRS 
OF THE FORMER DEPARTMENTS OF PAINTING AND DRAWING, 
PRINTMAKING AND PHOTOGRAPHY, AND SCULPTURE, CERAMICS 
AND FIBRES, AND FOR THE COORDINATOR OF THE INTER-RELATED 
ARTS PROGRAM, BE CLOSED; 


(Il) THAT ONE SEAT BE CREATED FOR A FACULTY MEMBER ELECTED 
BY THE STUDIO ARTS DEPARTMENT, AND THAT THE SEATS 
FORMERLY DEDICATED TO FACULTY REPRESENTING THE 
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CONSOLIDATED DEPARTMENTS BE CLOSED; 


WITH THE EFFECT THAT COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP IS REDUCED BY FIVE 
PERSONS. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Prof. Swedburg noted that the observer position on Senate reserved for 
the Director of the Centre for Mature Students (CMS) had been vacant 
since the CMS had been without a Director. Prof. Swedburg was inquiring, 
on behalf of the CMS’ Fellows, if a Fellow might be authorized to occupy 
the observer seat. He noted that the question would be presented to the 
Steering Committee for discussion at its next meeting. 


Prof. Swedburg told Senate the CMS had also enjoyed observer status on 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council and was in the process of exploring 
the possibility of establishing the same presence on the other Faculty 
Councils. Dr. O’Brien noted that further amendment of the Councils’ 
compositions could be undertaken as required. 


Recommendation of the Academic Programs Committee: Approval to 
change the curriculum approval process 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MACKENZIE, SECONDED BY DEAN BEDARD, THAT, 
ON THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE ACADEMIC PROGRAMS COMMITTEE, 
THE MODIFICATIONS TO THE CURRICULUM CHANGE PROCESS SET OUT IN 
SENATE DOCUMENT US-98-2-D5 (REV), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Catherine MacKenzie, Chair of the Academic Programs Committee 
(APC), explained the present proposal was the result of more than two 
years of discussion. The goal of rationalizing the process of curriculum 
change, she said, was to expedite approvals by reducing the numbers of 
individuals and committees involved in reviewing and = approving 
recommendations, especially those of very limited consequence. The 
challenge was to ensure sufficient rigour and effectiveness were retained. 
Prof. MacKenzie pointed out that, were the proposal adopted, summaries 
of minor changes would still be provided to Senate for information, and 
thorough executive summaries of major curriculum changes would be 
presented for approval. She told Senate that APC’s long-term goal was 
to post all proposals for curriculum change on the WEB; in that way they 
could be read by any interested party and easily downloaded into the 
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electronic calendar. 


A faculty member asked for further specification about the category 
“minor revisions”; Prof. MacKenzie replied that some fine points would have 
be learned from experience. She noted that curriculum changes having 
implications for other programs would normally be considered major. 


Provost Jack Lightstone observed that the first stage in revising the 
approval process was achieved when it was agreed proposals for 
curriculum change could be considered by Senate at any time during the 
academic year. As the rate of change in academic programming had 
accelerated in the recent past, and would continue to increase in the near 
future, efficient processing was indispensable. There was no choice but to 
adapt our programming and methods to an increasingly competitive 
environment. 


Dean Esmail added that the Faculty’s proposal for a software engineering 
program would soon be presented to APC; he was confident the program 
would contribute to Concordia’s competitiveness. 


Prof. MacKenzie noted that streamlining the approval process would mean 
there would be fewer opportunities for detailed discussion at Senate; it 
was therefore especially important that thorough, careful examination of 
curriculum issues is continued at the departmental level. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Discussion of the report from the Ministry of Education entitled: 


L’Université devant _ l'avenir: Perspectives pour une ___ politique 
gouvernementale a |’égard des universités québécoises, 1998 


Dr. Lightstone introduced the document, L’Université devant_ l'avenir: 
Perspectives pour une politique gouvernementale a |’égard des universités 
québécoises (UDA), which was released at a press conference by the 
Ministry of Education. The Province envisaged that release of the 
document, produced by a commission appointed by the Ministry, would be 
followed by a series of consultations with the Fédération étudiante 
universitaire du Québec, the Fédération Québécoise des professeures et 
professeurs d’université, CREPUQ, as well as with each university individually 
and with the general public. In this context, Dr. Lightstone explained the 
deadline for written responses from the universities had originally been 


98-2-13 


given as 19 March 1998. Deadlines had since been moved back, with the 
hearing at Concordia likely to be scheduled during the fall. 


Dr. Lightstone said he was seeking input to help the administration 
formulate Concordia’s responses to questions raised in UDA; Steering 
Committee had suggested he prepare an outline to focus the Senate 
discussion. The document US-98-2-D7 divided these questions into three 
categories: (i) those for which Concordia, in the recent academic planning 
exercise, had already formulated an institutional response; (ii) those which 
fall outside the specific purview of Senate; and (iii) those requiring 
immediate attention. The latter category largely comprised two types of 
questions: questions about the relationship between the CEGEPs and 
universities, based on the government’s perception that universities do not 
build effectively on the academic foundation provided by the CEGEP 
system; and questions designed to enlighten the system about how to 
increase the universities’ “student-centeredness”. Dr. Lightstone welcomed 
Senators to share their ideas on these subjects. 


Senate Speaker John O’Brien said a one-hour discussion would be 
permitted, and asked Senators to specify referents in the UDA text 
whenever possible. A faculty member asked how the University’s response 
would be prepared. Dr. Lightstone replied that it would probably be 
drafted during the summer and brought to Senate for comments early in 
the fall. 


The main points of the ensuing discussion are summarized below, roughly 
grouped into subject areas. 


UDA - General observations and major themes to inform the University’s 
response 


The document was judged not to be “forward looking”, as it appeared to 
disregard major social and economic developments which will influence the 
general direction of higher education - an oversight which universities could 
ill afford. Instead, universities must take account of the proliferation of 
alternatives to publicly-funded education and become more responsive to 
the demands of society. UDA suggests the government favours degree 
granting programs over’ programs geared toward _ increasing 
employability. It was argued, strongly, (i) that Concordia’s mission 
includes provision of continuing education, and (ii) that, in the immediate 
future, universities will be called on increasingly to provide professional 
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training and retraining. UDA asks whether such programs should be 
financed from the public purse (page 38). It was concluded that 
Concordia must address this subject directly, and clarify who will pay for 
educational programs designed to promote employability. 


Government regulations often penalize entrepreneurial actions by the 
University. Concordia must take initiative in this area; it was imperative to 
act quickly, first, to determine how to provide the kind of educational 
programs that are in demand, and then to structure them. 


UDA - Harmonization of the CEGEP and university systems 


Faculty from various disciplines observed that complementarity of 
programs and education between CEGEPs and universities is poor. While 
CEGEPs often provide excellent, sometimes superior, technical training, they 
generally fail to produce students skilled in critical thinking or equipped with 
adequate theoretical foundations. 


It was noted that there is duplication of courses between CEGEPs and 
universities, normally with cause. However, since the government 
appeared determined to eliminate duplication for financial reasons alone, 
the consequences would have to be evaluated course-by-course within the 
University. 


There was discussion about how universities could recognize the third year 
of studies involved in completing professional CEGEP programs. Experience 
in previous commissions had shown it was almost impossible to 
standardize CEGEP courses, so it remained difficult to promise advanced 
standing to graduates holding professional DECs. The Registrar observed 
that Concordia used to have a policy of granting up to 15 transfer credits 
to CEGEP graduates who were continuing in the same discipline in 
university, but she noted Concordia had moved away from the practice in 
recent years. Montréal’s Ecole de technologie supérieur graduates 
engineers in three years instead of four, and is especially attractive to 
students having professional DECs. 


UDA - Emphasis on teaching 


The government must be reminded that sustained budget cuts have 
hampered universities’ ability to provide excellent teaching, as fewer 
faculty do more administrative work and teach larger classes. 
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The UDA message appeared to be that investment in research had to be 
justified, either by its relevance to governmental priorities or by the 
demonstration of a direct contribution to the quality of education - for 
example, by engaging undergraduate students in research activities. This 
notion was supported in principle, but its feasibilility was seen to be limited 
by funding possibilities. Suggestions for increasing the level of research 
involvement by students included cooperative education programs (with 
work internships) and establishment of scholarship funds to hire 
undergraduate research assistants (such as NSERC had in the past, for 
summer projects). 


UDA - Alignment of research with governmental priorities 


Three main points were made on this subject: The trend was seen to 
have negative implications for academic freedom. The government’s 
strategic priorities (referred to on page 43) were largely unknown. It was 
important to ask by what standard and by whom the appropriateness of 
research iniatitives should be evaluated. 


The Canadian Fund for Innovation was seen to exemplify a dilemma facing 
the universities: the federal government had succeeded in focussing 
universities’ energies on the competition for funds, implicitly limiting 
academic freedom by tying funding to government-sanctioned projects. 
It was suggested that universities should assert themselves by competing 
successfully with the government, as producers of knowledge which meets 
the needs of society. In that way, universities’ autonomy could be 
preserved. 


UDA - Evaluation of universities’ performance 


UDA proposes formalizing criteria and mechanisms for evaluation of the 
Quebec university system (pages 55 to 57). There was concern about 
the suggestion that the mandate to develop criteria and procedures be 
given to the Conseil supérieur de |’éducation for programs, and the Conseil 
de la science et de la technologie for research. Two comments were 
made: (i) that evaluation of the system of higher education was a 
government responsibility, so the government should structure a 
mechanism to do it; and (ii) that universities should be active participants 
in the formulation of criteria and methods. 
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It was noted that Alberta had instituted a regime of “key performance 
indicators” for the university system, which is used to evaluate every 
university and affects funding. UDA was seen to be ambivalent between 
advocating universities’ autonomy and assuring public accountability, as 
the Ministry was opting to evaluate the system as a whole instead of 
universities individually. 


Dr. O’Brien thanked Senators for their contributions to a good discussion, 
and said an English translation of UDA was expected to be available on 
the WEB shortly. Dean Singer added that a translation of the document’s 
summaries, prepared by Vice-Dean Dennis Murphy, would be made 
available through the Senate office. 


The Speaker announced that the next regular meeting of Senate was 
scheduled for 3 April 1998. 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 p.m. on a motion by Prof. 
Poorooshasb, seconded by Prof. Swedburg. 


Amely J urgenliemk 
Secretary of the Board of Governors and Senate 


